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PREFACE .

Section 823 of the Education Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-380)
requires a thorough study of the menner

)

in
-

which the
,

relative measure of poverty for, use in,the-financial
assistance ptogram, authorized by Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary EdUcation' Act of 1965; may be more accurately
and currently developed. ,_ .

That financial assistance program is administered by the Commissioner
of Edu,cation, through the Office otEducation, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. An important feature is the use of a formula
.prescribed bySection 103 of,the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
for .the annual distribution ofjedecal funds to school districts. A
significant factor in_thefformula is the number of school -kged children
5-to 17 in poor families within each school district. The measure of
poverty which is used, and which is tlie subject of the study mandated
by Section 823, is theederal govereteit's official. statistical definition
.of poverty (also known as theOrshansky, OMB, Census Bureau, or Social
Security poverty lines): .

Other work related to l'oveitymeasurement has been.called for in
recent legislative acts.. In the Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, the Secretary of Labor is directed to develop and maintain compre -.
hensiye household budget data at different levels of living, including
a' "level of adequa ."--Any'such review of the level of adequacy must

'elatednecessarily be closel 'elated to measures\of poverty. The Hoasing and
Community Development AAt of 1974 gives,the Secretary of HUD authority
to adjust the poverty dieasure to reflect local variations in the -cost
of living. The Conference Report accompanying it directs the Secretary
to develop or- obtain daa with respect to the "extent of poverty" by
metropolitan areas and to submit such data,to the Congress as part of
a March 31, J9.77, report:

,...1.ft

( ''' . v .
' '

Because of the biOad scope of the subject matter, coverage of .the
-study of the measure o poverty by Section 823 of the Education
Amendments of-I974 was extended to include implications of the study
findings Rah- the.poverty -related. programs of all affected Federal

departments and agencies. The Title I progranrof the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act was given the most detailed treatment, to meet
the legislatively-mandated-Specifications for the study as well as to
serve-ase primary example-of application of the concepts of poverty
measurement to Federal-Orlograms., The findings of the study are published
in Th'a report entitled, "The Measure of Poverty." An important objective
of the Study was full discussion a&1 documentation of the major elements
of currently applied and, potentially usabfe poverty measures. Material*
containing essential supOorting documentation for the study was assembled
as technical papers. These have been written to stand alone-as complete .

, technicaVtreatMents of specific subjects. -
v

.

vi
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The study was performed under khe direct guidance of a Poverty
Studies Task Force of the SubcommitEee on the Education of the*Dis--
advantaged and Minorities, Federal Inter-Agency Committee'on Education:

O Technical papers were prepared at the request of, under the direction
of,,amd subject to review by the Task Force members. Some papers
are primarily the work of one or two persons; these arg attributed to
their authors. Others result frdin the collective input of Task For&e
members or. advsors and no spetqfic attribution is'given except to
the Task Force, as a whole. .

4--

-.The following listings show members of the "Poverty Studies Task
- Force by apprOpriate Federal departments and agencies,, and 'the titles
and authors of the technical

) -
.p:a, pers. . , "-

* A .
i

This report contains Technical Pacr IN/,'Bureau of Laboi Statistics
(BLS) Family Budgets Program; --

.

.

f
-4--

To-obtain copies of the'report, The asure of'Poverty," or any of
the technical papers, please write- -to:

.

Office of the Adsistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
Department of-Health, Education, and Welfare
fop Independence Avenue, S.W.
Room 443D - South Portal Building
Washington, D. C..20201

.
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INTRiDUCTION

, The BLS publishes estimates of the annual costs of pticchasing three hype-
thetical market baskets of goods and services for each of two urban family-
tyres. 1/ These estimates are'referra4 tows standard budgets or as ,family
budgets." The budgets include allowances fovfood, housing, transportation,
clothing, personal care, medical care,.ind certain'other consumption items.
Other allowances consist ofgifts and contributions, and fdr one family type
allowances are also made or pcoupational expenses, Social Securit, and
personal income taxes. The three hypothetical market Caskets, which will
be described in more detail liter in this paper; were Originally &instructed

* in an attempt to represent, different standards of living. 2/ The standards
are now referred to as lower, intermediate, and higher to reflect their
relative as opposed to absolute nature.

V

1

. _

One family type is a four person family comprised of a husband,age 38;
employed full time; a wife who does notmwork -outside the home; and two
Children, a' girl of 8 and a. boy of .13 years. The Other family type is a N.
retired couple consisting of a ,husband and wife, age Y65 or over/ who are
.assumed tobe self-supporting, in reasonably good health, and able to take
care o,themselves. The, remaining discussion will be addressed to the fout-
person family budgets although a great deal of.the information also applies
to the retired couple's budgets. e

. .
yr

estimates df the budgets are published for th4 urbin United States and'
44:selected urban dread. 31 By calculating ratios of the cost of"the budgets
in particular areas to the U.S. urban average cost of the budgets, it is pos-
sible o make comparisons of the costs among the 44 different,areas. Such
comparisons are sometimes referred to as interarea "living costs" compari-
sons. 1/ Indexes of Comparative Costs_based on the lower, intermediate and
,higher budgets are presented in Appenail 2.

Algo, within the scope of the family'bUdgets program the BLS publishes
equivalence scales] which allow for the adiustment,of the total consumption
cost iritHe four person family budgets4or various other family sizes and
types. yhe BLS equivalence scales_are presented in-Table 4 (see Appendix 2):

. .

. To suMMarize, the family budgets program proyides: 1) estimates pf
budget levels originally constructedto reresent standards of living;
2) interarea indexes of "living costs" -
3) adjustmentfactors to convert the b 'sets for other ,family sizes and types.

114

4.. ,

upon these budget estimates; and

Because a definition of poverty
sane Minimum standard of income ad
needs of families ofiffereht sizes
living among different geographic are
all of the family budgets program be
of limitations in the program, use of
tute a misuse of the data. Because
poverty would be used legislatively a
of funds, such-misuse'could.result in

s freggently desired whiCh determines
cy andalso takes-account of '.the varying
nd types plus differences in thecost-of

, it has been suggested that parts or
ed in,defining poverty. However, because
e estimates in this manner wool, consti-
e posdibility that the'definitio

inistratively in the allocation
misallocationi of monies; and because

I

;411

9

Ji

A



IP#

of%the possibility that the definition would'8e used as eligibility
1,'c.riteria for welfare'and social Programs, suck use could unduly reward or
penalize certain persons.. A general misunaerstanding on the part t f the-
general public ,regardinT the "precision" of such a definition would also
clUite likely octur.',

This papOt, will discuss the limitations of the budgets programtkparti4-
larly as they' apply to defining poverty.

61

0
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-7

V



4

I GENERAL LIMITATIONS

r

so'

1

'fl Briefly,Ithe Oneral limitations of the budgets program with respect to
defining, poverty are:

t

a

..;) As measures of income adequacy:- The costs of purchasing the market x
baskets are often misinterpketed as Objectivefy and rigorously determined

.

dividing lines between "adequate" apd "inadequate" level's of income. 5/,6/
However, presumably objective criterli,.developed by scientists and technicians,
for dse in developing measures of adequacy are only availble for:food aild

, "shelter. The remaining components of the'budgets are basedsupon techniques
which appear to be objective, bdt in fact are very-depaTent uton'the subjec-
tive judgment of the budget makers. 7/.

Aswmeasures otinteratea,cost.of living differences -First, the
4.4 -

content of e hypothetical market baskets of goods and services has been
. varied among the budget areassat the discretion of the budget makers to

eepresent a constant level of satisfaction among the areas. In order to
use the indexes based on the area'costs of ttie.budgets as geographic living
cost indexes, users must make the strong assumptonregarding consiber
satisfaction oz references that an individual would be'eqbally at/sfied
with all of the mafket baskets in the different areas. The strength of,'
this assumption will be discussed later in this paper.

Second; limited resources constrained the price data bade for the,
family budgets program to being a modeS augmentation of

bade
the price data

collected for another BLS program. 'Because of conceptual and statist thal
problems that were dhcoQntbred, the price data for the items in the family
budget market baikets do'not permit pkassessment of the statistical reli-
:ability of the budget cost'estimate1 in the different areas; consequently,
no estimires Of-reliability can be assigned to the inttrarea indexes.

Finally, the budget costs are estimated for only 44 urba riareas. 'No

-estimates are available for rurarareas,'state$, regions, or other such'
geographic area''.

3) 'As adjustment factors for various sizes and types of families -
The BLS equiyalence scales are based upon an admittedly-arbitrary assump-
tion with respect to levels of equivalent consumption for families of
different sizes and types. In addition, a technique'called "smoothing.by
inspection," which implicitly relied upon the intuitive expectations of
the bddget makers, was applied .to actual'orditilre data to derive the

' published scales.
-

The remainder of thisvaper,will be divided into a brief description
of the tanner Of living represented by the market: baskets in the family'
budgets,.a discyssion of the methodology used to establish the standards
in the budgets prograM,-a discussion of the-price measurement preblems, a
discussion of geographic cost of living comparisons, and a discussion.of
the equivalence scales. A short section will be included at the end which

11
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cliSCUSSS 'bare* for future,,research in this program which may be of value,

in "future work related to de ',fining poverty. ;

Description of the Manners of Living tieprisintd.,
by the Family Budget Market Baskets r'

11,

The market baskets for the Ihree budgets are precitelyspecified as
to the quar Otitesland types of items included. 4/ .Together with the

-assumptibns regarding the referente family, these marliet baskets describe
a certain manner of living. The following brief,desciiption of the manner
of litiing, may:help to set the family dgets in peispepective for persdns ,.

0 unfamiliar with the program.. . . -

.

. .

The four person family is welldistablishe0, living, in an urban area,
and headed by a 38 yeat old man who afully emplOyed wofker: The
family possesses average inventories of items such as clothing and house -
furnishings, andthe market basXets reflect annual replacement rates for.

/ these items: .t , .

. '-..

For the intermediate level budget, the family lives
ain;edther

a five
groom, one bath rental unit or five -sikroom, one or one. and a half, -bath
,home which was purchased seven years ago.-9/ For the rentertfamily, the

ket basket contains contract rent, fuel and'utilities, when not in/
uded in the rent, replacement rates for a refrigerator and range, and

an .insurance policy'for household contents: '10/ For the homeowner fami1y,
the market basket contains principal and interest payments,'property taxes,'
and homeowner insurance, fuel and utilities, fepairs an maintenance., and
re 1} rtes for a refrigerator and,ranget.- (.,- t

# ,
.

..

.
. If tkefamily owns a 'cir, it would have been two years Old when the

family bought it used. Thitcar will be kepj forfoUr years before being

t.

sold anjoreplaced by another two year old c . The market basket'contaihs
goods and services associated with maintaining and operqtrhgthis car for
a'year'plus an allowance for its eventual replacement. )'.

In some of the larger urban areas, a certain percentage of thesesfam-
ilies do not own a car but rather use'public transportation. The :market

basket contains an allowance fora .certain number of rides on public
transportation. There, is an allowance'farfamilies who own cars, but,
also take some rides on public transportation. t

.

The family is covered by a basic hospital and surgical insurance policy.
obtained by the, husband at his place of employment, and the family makes a
certain number of visits to the doctor and dentist each year.

The manner of-living described for.thg lower budget differi from the
manner described for the intermediate budget. The.family does not own
home; but rather live in a rental unit without air conditioning,- is

transportation is-used more; and if a car is owned, it is.older.fTeeso, the
family performs more services for itself and takes advantage -%

recreational facilities. '

'1

r
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1 -
;The manner of living described 6y the market basket.in the higher budget

ComparAdtothe -manner described for the intermediate budget.allovirmore
'families to'9wn their hoMes.and some families to own new ears. Also, mote

' Services inch household-appiiances'and equipment are bought.
.

°
.

In general, the differences. ic-the miners of living' described bS,..,the
. three budgeis:arevaried. according to assumptions such as those discussed

. above plugthe inclusion in the market baskets 0 -.4ifferent.quantities and
-gbali;ies Ofgoods and tervices , . .

.

Methodology Used io Determine StandardsOfLivini.

'In.dre,1940's the BLS was directed ,by a oongressional subcomittee to
determin64"What it costs a worker's family to live ill the. large citiesOf
the Uhited States." 11/ 'To-carry gut this mandate the BLS, 'with the assis-
tance of a Technical Advisory.Committee,undertook the development of a list
OfgoOdsandtervioes.which'could'Ee used to determine the dollar level
required for the maintrenance of health and social well -beingk-the nurture .

-- of children, and participation in'community'activities. ',A-budget was
derived in an attempt to describe a, "modest but adequate" standard of

,.,,.7,1iving for 'a city:worker's family,.

._e:-

the.cost of this budget wa§ estimated for spring 1946, summer'1947,,
-.libtumn 1949; 1950,-and 1951. Emp oying the same methodology as in .the mid .

1440,s,,!4vIew list of goods and services was derived for an autumn 1959
interirreliision of: budget.- '

e (
. .

,

With few-gxeeptiont, 'tliE'market basket construction methodology employed
', ih the mid 1940's.and in 1959 to establish the budget level intended to .

represent a -"modest but adequate" stand4rd of livilitg wds'again used in 1966
to*derive a,budget level for a "mcderaIe standard of living. In 1967 the
BLS developed for. the first time lower and higher budgets-in.response to
user needs. 4_ The "Moderate" level budget was then renamed the intermediate
budget.-- Because the lower and higher budgets simply represent d scaling down :

and a. scaling up of the intermediate budget'i.it is of. interest here to
r i-discus0 firdt the methodology employed to derive theIntermediate budget.
A discussion of the methodology usedito-Aderlye_the lower, and higher budgets
will follow.. . . : .

/

; , .
":2

,

The..iXems and quantities which makeup the intermediate budget baSket
,1 t were:derived from two sources: 1) scientific judgments concerning the re= .

quirements for physical. health and social well-being; and 2) analytical studies
of'the choice89f goods and seivices'Maae by consumers in successive, ipcome
intervals'. . .

. . . ,

,
i......

. ,I.

Scientifically determined standardeof adequacy were available for the
food-at-home and the shelter components of the budget. Nutritionally adequate,
diets for individual4' in different sex-age groups have been developed bythe
Fookgnd Nutrition Board of the National Research Counciand translated into
food plans at.varioUs coSt-levels by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. The .. .

,

5
3
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moderate cost food plan deveropedin'1964 is'used for.the food-at-home compo-
nent-dfsthe iitermediatetudget.

elter component Of the budgets is based upon recommendations
origin] made by the American Public Health Association and the ,U.S.-Public
Housing Administration which describe sleeping space requirements,. essential
household equipment (including plumbing), adequate utilities,an heat,
Structural condition, and neighborhood locatioN For the unit, ap
unfurnished five room unit, a complete privatetath, and thehopeowner
unit a five-,ot 4ix-room house with one- or one and a balfloathswaS.speci-
fled:. Both the rental unit and the owned home had to be in sound'stiuctural
condition, had to have a fully equipped kitchen, hot and cold running water,
electricity, central or othek installed heat, be located in neighboFhoods_
free from hazards or ndisances, and have access to public transportation,
schools, grocery stores, and play space for children.

It is important to note that although these spedifications were es.tab=
lished, by experts, they do not determine the.gost_of maintaining a nutri-
tionally'adequate diet or in-adequate standard of shelter, Rither,'the
'level of cost at which these'standards are to be maintained is determined
b the budget makers'. As an example, in the modest but adequate family

't of 1959, food-at-home costs were based on the average- of the costs 'A

of e USDA'low- and noderate="t food plans, In the 1966 moderate budget
the ;moderate -cost food was chosen.,

FYor Ehe other components of,consumption -- food A y from home, house-
.

hold furnishingS and operations, transportation, clothin , personal care,
medical care,: reading, recreation,:educational expenses, tobacco, alcohol,
miscellaneous consumption expenses, gifts and contributions, and lifein-
surance --,ho standards'have,been,formulated ty experts. For this reason,
the budgdt makers attempted to use data-on'th* actual spending patterns of
families as collected in the BLS 1960-61-Survey cf Consumer Expenditures'
fici,a statistical procedure known as the quantity-incomeLelasticity (q-i-e)
technique to'derive quantities of goods and services to represent a standard
based on'expressed social goals.

,

fewas anticipated 'ihat expenditure data would show that as income
increases, families would increase spending on a group of related items at
an increasing rate; their expenditures, would increase ate decreasing rate.
It was expected that if expenditures in relation to income followed such a
trend and if initially quantity not quality increased, then a quantity-income
curve would take the same form, that is, an "S" shape. See Figure 1.

. .

The inflection point of an "S" shape curve was interpreted as the pOint
on' the income scale where families stop buying "more and more" acid start -

buyirig either "better ,and better" or something else less,iessePtial to them.
Locating this income level would allo the budget makers to select the
quantities of the particular -group of items purchased at this. level and use
these quantities in the market baskets that describe a standard of living. 12/
The purpose of using the-q-i-e technique was to"locate the, inflection point

Sc
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Quantity of
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groqa

44-

Figuredmr"'

Y* Incase

by determining the income level at which elasticity, defined as the pir-
centage change in the quantity purchased divided by the percentage change in
income, reached a maximum. 13/

( .

V

k In operational terms the budget makers calculated elasticity for a group
of items according OS the following formula: .,

1ogQ4 - logQ4_,
E = 1.-iv " .L

.
IN-/

r

AgeYi logY.

where i = income interval i
Yi = mean income for income interval i
Q. = the number. of. items (or services)'in a particular

FpnSumption group purdhased.on the average by income
igrdup i weighted by a fixed set of prices.

The income intervals'usld were,$3,000-$3,999; $4,060-$4,999; $5,000-$5,999;
$6,000-$7,499; $7,500-$9;999; $1Q,000- $14,999; $15,000 and above, 'An example
of a consumption group would be personal care servic-s which includes men's
and boy's haircut, women's-and girl's haircuts, sh- s, etc. The following
Summary from an' unpublished BLS working papery- discus es the results. 14/
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...numerous problems were encountered in analyzing the,1960,61
expenditure data to derive the 1966 budgets. (Poblems also
were encountered in the two earlier periods; but since-these
are primarily of historical inetresti they are not dealt with
here.) No S-shaped curve was apparenf in-expenditures (or
quantities)44or the transportation or medical care componenta;
and these quantitites,for the intermediate b.idgets actually
represented average consumption for this family type.

'Elasticities for food away from'home and alcoholic beverages
were ever-increasing, and quantities were derived from the
income class corresponding to the anticipated level of the
'budget. For a majority of sub-groups and the clothing com-
ponents, the point of'Maximum elasticity was at the initial
income class: There-was no observable'pattern of first
rising and then falling elastiCities as income's increased,
although in this component the analysis for the most part
was based on reported quantities whereas for most of the other
components quantities were derived from expenditures by use
of anieStimated average price. In hopsefUrnishings, the
method could not be used to derive maim appliance quantities.
In the re:paining components -- househol operations, personal
care, reading, recreation, and tobacco -- the shape of the
curve as difficult to perceive objectively except for
topacco.- Quantifies for the four-perbop budget were derived
for all five of theSecomponents from the $6,000- $7,500 class
but for several of these groups a case could readily hale been
made for a higher inflection ppint.

Abstracting frbm e operational problems, indicated by the abOve quo-
-tation, the interpretation that the guant4iet of items purchased at the
inflection point represent adequate amounts,of_the items is inconsistent.
with the implicitly assumed notion of adequacy,aSsoCiated with the point of
maximum elasticity. Referring back to.footnote 13 and,Figure 1 on page 6, it
is the case that if expenditures (Or qtiantities). do assume an "S" shape in
relation to income and'if a-point ofrnaximam elastiCity does exist for the
function, such a point is hot located at Y.

Once the intermediate level budget market basket was derived, the con-
struction orthe lower and higher level budgets consisted of an arbitrary.
sling down and a scaling up of this'intermediate standard. The lower and ;

'higher budgets were developed in respone to user needs for dollar levels
of costs which were either higher or lower than the former moderate budget
and not as absolute levels of income adequacy.,/

For the components constructed with the q-i-e approach, quantities'
in the lower (-higher) level budget were'generally deriyed from the
income interval below (Above) the income interval in which maximum
elasticity was estimated to, ve occurred.' For food-at-home, USDA!s
low (11eral) ccst food plan was incorporated for the lower (higher)
budget. ,Sheltet costs were 'primarily based ,on .the Mean contract
rent for the lower (upper) third of the distribution of units

, X,
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meeting the budget specifications, and hbuse market values for, the upper
third of the distribution of units meeting the specification.

To.conclude this section, the lower budget. is not an- objectively ,and
rigorously determined dividing line between adequate and inadequate sub=

dt sistence andllonsubsistence levels of income. It, is definable only, a "lower
than the intermediate'level budget," which was shown to have neither rigorously
nor objectively defined' adequacy. Any attempt to adjust the lower budget
level downward (or upward) to define poverty will end up layering another set
of subjective decisions on'top of _those that were used to derive firstlthe
intermediate budget and then the lower budget.

Pricing Procedures

°nice the market baskets of goOds and services for the three budgets were
constructed, it was necessary to cdpect and compile price data in the budget'
areas for the items in themarket baskets in order to estimate the costi.of
the budgets,in the areas and for the urban-U.S. This section will briefly
diScuss the pricing procedures used in the family budgets program from 1966 on.

Due to resource-conStraintsi pricing for the,family budgets program
'involved an augmentation of the`price data collected for the BLS Consumer .1

Pr,ide,Inde)c,( C4r) program, which meastkes the Change in price levels over
timeloe'a market basket-of goods and services purchased by urban wage
earners and clerical workers. 15/ This presented a problem because the
conceptual and statistical requirements for -price data which are to be used
in measuring the change in prices over time are not necessarily the same as the
requirements for measuring the averagd cost of a market basket in a given area
and for measuring the differences in prices among geographic areas at a point
in time. For example, twmake meaningful comparisons #mong,geographic areas
of the prices of items, it is ecessary to collect prices for comparable items
in all the selected outlets in all the areas; otherwise, a comparison of the
costs will reflect not only price differences, but also possible,quality-
differences in the items being compared, A lack of strict comparability
among outlets and areasis acceptable for the CPI as long as the same item
which was originally chosen to bepriceddin an outlet is priced in subsequent
time periodllar an adjustMent iS'made ifithe item can no longer be found/

Further compounding the pricing problem for the budg4ts program was
the need to collect prices. for the three market baskets representir4 the
three budget revels; t4s involved pricingdifferent quality levels of 4tems
which were common to the market baskets.-.,

Because of the limited amount of price data suitable for the family,.
budgets program, several assumptions ,and. techniques were used to "estimate
prices for the different budget areasi-. One consequence of. using the price
"estimation" procedures is that is is not possible to assign estimates of
reliability to the individual Ira budget cost estimates and to the difference
in posts among areas.

A
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Thus, using the interarea cost differentials calculated for the family
,budgets to adjust a definition of poverty Mu account for geographic cost of
living differences would not allow for the determination of whether-the
definition effectively accounted for differences in the cost of living among

areas. 4

Geographic Comparisons of Costs of Living./'
A definition of poverty which takes account of differences'in living

'costs among _geographic areas is frequently desired and, infact; Section
823. of the Education Amendments of 1974 (July'221 1974) requires that this
issue be examinedyithln the context of an overcall study of measures of

-poverty. The last section discussed the limitations of the interarea
indexes of the fafility budgets program due to price data deficiencies. The

notion.tflat the content of the market baskets has been adjusted among the'
areas to represent a constant level of satisfaction will be dCussed in
this section.

In the economic Literature a cost of living index is defined as the
ratio of the costs of attaining a particdlar level of satisfaCtion in
two price situations. 16/ To state this definition less succinctly,
assume that an individual purchases a given market basket of goods. and

services in city A and that the market'basket costs a certain amount. 17/48/
Now place the individual V city B and find the minimum cost for the indi-
vidual to purdhase a markft basket in city B; where prices may be the same
or different than those in city A, that satisfies him juit as much as the

market basket which heOlad purchased ,in 'city A. A cost of livir*index
would compare this cost with the cost of the market basket purchased in -

city A. In other words, this definition allows for the coOparisonof the-
costs of different market baskets of'goods and services in different geo-
graphic areas-if it can be demonstrated that a reprAentative individual is
indifferent between the two different market baskets.

In LS technical bulletin it is stated that "...indexes based on a stan-
dard ( family) bOdget measure differences in 4ving costs and not differences

in prices,Only." 19/ In the absence of any empirical support, this statement
is true only if the strong assumption is made,that an individual would derive
equal satisfaction from the various market baskets priced in the different

budget areas.

Interarea weight'variations are incorporated into several major
components of the area market, baskets for the intermediate standard bud-

gets. 20/,21/ The food-at-home component incorporates regional differences

in foo3-consumption patterns; transportation component incorporates
differen%dweights assigned to the elpership and usage-of automobiles, with
lower prdPortionsin large than in'small cities; the shelter component
incorporates varying quantities and types' of fuel associated with climatic

differences from place to place;*the clothing component also incorporates
different' climatic requirements resulting in different quantities of

selected items in different localities. Furthermore, in pon-metropolitan

i8
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area (places with populations of 2,50d tb650,000) some components incorpo-
rate differences in life style in comparison with metropolitan areas.

An implication of these,weigh
for climate, can ba seen by examin
Regici"nal-variations are incorpora
based, upon regional consumption
menu of Agriculture's 1965 Househ
weights are given to pork and lar
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BLS Equivalence Scales

Because, of refource4ana time constraints, the BLS was able to derive
family budget's for only two family types, the four personfamily*and the
retired couple. Because users needed estimates of budget costs for other
"sizes and types pf families, the BLS developed the equivalence scales. 22/
The revised scale published in BLS Bulletin 1570-2 [8] is of interest here.

The basic problem confronting the budget,iiiik.#rs involved establishing

an ob'ective means for ideneifying equivalent 1*els of consumption or
in i for families of varying composition wherethe'notion of equivalent
inc. (or consumption) was not defined. Without defining equivalence,
the following assumption web accepted in order to construct the scales.
Assliction: Families spending an equal proportion-of illtome on food have
attai an equiValent level of total consumption.

r

This underlying ass4mption allows us to make a statement,like:. family
A with-an annual'incame of $l0b,900, comprised of four members, and.spendinq
10 percent of its income'or $113,000 on food comprised heavily of steaks and 1.
caviar is at an equ*Valent level of consumption (or income) as'family B with
an income of $5,000, compsifed of two Members, and spending 10 percerit.or
$500 on food comprised heavilyof rice and beans-./Ev-in if such a situation
could not be found empirically, it illustrates the nature of the equivalence
scales' foundation.

The scaletras calculated using data-on U.S. average foode7X-penditures
and income after taxes for various urban family sizes and types behaved
in what at first seems a peculiar fashion. Holding age of the head of the
houSehold (AHH) and age of the oldest child (AOC) constant, in certain

.cases the scales decreased when family size increased by another member.

0
There are several., explanations f this result. One might be

that holding AHH and AOC constant does not aatelycontrol all of them
.variables other than faMily size that affect the scales. As an Igample,
suppose in area A a family of three with an income of $20,000. spends $2,000
on food and in area B, where food prices are lower, a family.of Nur-c*th
an income of $20,000 spends $1,500 on food. TheequivalAce scale calculated

naccording to the BLS'procedurevould tie lower ifor the four person than the
three person family. Grarted"that the data used were aggregates composed
of several observations.for the particular family size-type, the example
is one plausible explanation for the behavior of the scaless In fact,
aggregation would only tend to combine many different possible influences.

The possible,` influence uncontrolled variables on the scales was
recognized by the BLS. On pag 9 of reference [8] the following statement
is-made:

(

In general these assumptions are reasonable for most families,
but for some family types the percentage of income spent for
food may not be an adequate measure"of equivalent well-being.

12
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Even within,tEe rather narrowly defined family types Specified
in table 1, there is-room for considerable variation in oompo-
sition and` spending patterns, and such variations increases
as number ofichildren and the age of the oldest child tithe.
Also, the scales are basedpn the market behavior of families
as r orded in the Survey bfkConsumer Expenditures, rather
tnaniOn,standards satisfying specified physical or social: 4

requirements. The nature Of food expenditutes makes tilem more
flexible than thosefor housing or automobiles that fr4quently
,involve long-term obligations, and it may be easier'for families
to economize on fodd to offset temporary reductions in income
than to reduce contractual payments. Implicitly, the'averages 4

on which the scale values are based take account of such varia-
tions among families of specified types, but-the scales should.
be.used as guidelines and not interpreted in too liberal or
precise a manner.

HOweVer, rather than publishing the scales that behaved in that "fashion,
a smoothing technique was etployed. The first smoothing described in [8]-
amounted to plotting the scales calculated with.regionat data for different
sizes of families holding AHH and AOC donstintandthen v?sually.fitting a
curve' that increased.with family size.

In conclusion, the BLS equivalency scales cannot be considered an
objective tool for adjusting a poverty definition to account-for varying
needs of families of different sizes and types.

Future Research

, Irrespective of the normative issue of standards of living, research
is neededin the field ofb4terarea comparisons of price levels and/or
cost of li . Constructinit interarea price indexes is operationally 4

iNg
more feas Ie given Current technology than is constructing cost of living
indexes. owever, even toe ction of interarea price indexes 1$
not free of conceptual; stat ical, and operational problems.particutarly
in collecting and compiling price data for such indexes. The BLS is cur-
rently performing research in this area, and as time and resources permit
will collect and compile reliable price data for user making interarea
,comarisons.

j

Reliable interarea cd arisons of at least price levels, if not cost
df living, should be of value in futur.p work involved vgthdef4ning.poverty.

a
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-FOOTNOTES.TO TECHNICAL PAPER AT

1. The term market basket is a convenient notation for a list of
.goods and Services and, the amounts of the goods and services. A Market
basket can contain more than jest food items; such diverse items as hair-
cuts,-car batteries, and rent payments can be included.

2. A.-committee of experts from six different countries met at the-
', request of the United NatiOns Economic and Socig Council. in 1954 and

recommended that the following distinction be maintained between the ter
# "level" and "standard" of riving: The "level of living",rElates to the 111,-

actual living, conditions Of a people.- The "standard of livine relate's
to the aspirations or expeCtations of a people, that fgetle living oondi-
tions'which they seek to attain or regaih, or which they regard as fitting
and proper for themselves to enjoy.

t-',A 3. The term area is being used in place of ttie proper terms Standard
litan Statistical Areas (8MSA's), Standard qonsolidated Areas.(SCA's)A

and tropolitan areas.

4., Although the term living costs'or cost of living will be discussed
later in this paper, some clarification is necessary at this time. The term
is sometimes,used in the following sense, how much does it cost to live in an
area? In order to answer this question, it is necessary to know for what
evel of living a'cost is desired. Since the die,cussion in this appendix

. is concerned with the family budgets, the phrase "the cost of the budgein
an area" will be used instead of the phrase "the cost of living in an area."
When discussing the question, how much does it cost to live in one area
Ikrsus another', the temimelogy"interarea (or geographic) cost of living
comparisons" will be used.

5. The budgets are alse'misinterpreted at times to be actual expendi-
ture patterhs.

6. For this paper ".objectively determingt" will mean that another
group of indiViduals could use the same techniques and data and arrive at
very similar results; subjective decisions would be kept at a minimum.
Rigorous will mean that the techniqued which are employegiare strongly
g ounded in economic and statistical theory.

"The budget makers" will be used,to refer to the BLS staff and
any a, 'rs o worked on constructing the family budgets program. The

(

w

, term as othe specia\connotation or significance.

8. ee [bl] for the actual guantities"used in the family budget
market baskets.

9. In the published intermediate budget estimates, shelter cog is
25 percent renter cost and 75 percent homeowner cost.

4
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10. Contract rent is the monthly rent regardless, of whether any
furnishings, fuel and utilities, or,serVices,are_included.

11. 'Wing 1945, Labor and, `Federal Security Subcommittee, of the,-
Committee on Appropriations-of the House of Representatives.

,12. It sh00406e noted that-even though locating the inflection
point may invoNe an objective prOcedure,,defining:the quantities of
the group of items as ate. is subjective. t .

. . . .

13. Referring'io e attachedknote, CoOk, has shown.that even .if
..../ there exists ap income level that maximizes the elasticity-Of an "S"

. shaped quantity-income curve, the inflection point, i.e., Y*, and the
'elasticity maximizing point do not coincides. A further'Oiscussiori will
toll shortly. 6

14. Reference [21 Pp. 9-10.

15. Prices were collected for the current budget series in 1966
and 1969, =Item costs based on 1966 prices were updated to 1967 using
the change in 'priced in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 'Since 1969,
budget costs have been estimated by updating costs,for main classes of
goods and services with the CPI.

16. For a theoretical discussion of cost of living, see'[41-or [5].

17. important4to discuts this issue in reference tO-a single
individual or a "representative" individual. Otherwise interpersonal
comparisons of satisfaction are required.

18. The minimum cost for the given level of satisfactioft.

19. See Ai] p.'26.

20. In the caste "of the family budget market baskets, the term
"weights", refers to the quantities of the items.

21. See appendix tables in [7] and. [111-for the actual interarea
weight, variations in the intermediate family 'budget market basket.

=MW

2.'llhe actual mechanics of the
in 8] for thoSe who are interested.
for readers Seeking the derivation of
letin. First tosderiveggquation (1),

estimation procedure are presented'
A little explanation may be helpful
two formulae on pgge '2 of the bul- .

recall that elasticity is defined' as

e = a x , multiply both sides by dx and then integrate
x

both sides holding e constant. Second, in order to derive equation (2)
or the equation just above it', the underlyihg assumption must be restated 4,
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as: familief have attained an. equivalent level of total consumption

and pay,..1 w *-fimilies speoden eqtal proportion of income on. food.

Assuming valence, then
, .

Yi' ' Y4 and the two formulae'can be derived.

xi x
4

I
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though scientifically determined standards of" *idequacy" existed 'for
-,theYooVitThome and shelter components of the.D.S. Bbreadfrof Labor
Statistics 1966<intermediate family budget describing a modest but adequate
standard of living, no' such objective standards were mailable for, the
other componentsOf consumption-fdpd away from home, ttAnsportation,
'clbthing, recreation; educatiOnal expenses, eec. COnsequently, the budget

0 -,makers used actual.expenditure pattern data and the quantity:-income-
elasticity technique to derive the quantities of these other items to be
used. in the market basketfrepresenting an adequate standard of living.
In particular, the consumption level of a given group of related items,
deemed adequate was defined to be the level at which-de quantity'consUmed

.

-stopped increasjnO at an increasing rate, and began increasing at a decrees-
. ing rate with respect to family income. That is, the budget makers presumed
an 7S -eheped" relationship between quantity consumed and income, and inter-
preted its inflexion point as representing the adequate consumption level.
The budget takers attempted -to locate the income level corresponding to

-,, adequaEe consumption by calculiting the level at which the elasticity of
, quantity. consumed, defined as the ratio of the proportional change in con-

gumption to the proportional change in incase,' was maximized. Thequantity
consumed.corresponding.to the,elasticity maximizing income level was then
includeein'the market batket describing an adequate standard of living.

.
..

,'rhe purpose 'of this note is to analyze the relationship between the'
slope of the quantity -income.function and its elasticity. In particular,
we shall demonetrate that t);le procedureof!locating the inflexion point
income /evel by computing the elasticity maximizing level is conceptually
unfound-Q.. For, we shall show that the slope maximizing and the elastic:.
sty maximizing i9comgleels never coincide for a*S-shaped quantity func-
tic:in. Indeed, for a rather large class of si4ch functions there exists'

Ilk
41910 'el ticity maximizing income.level. Clearly then, the,quantity-income-
elasti ty technique .s inconsistent with the expressed' objective of

.

deriving adequate 4i.e., inflepio point) co umption-quantities for
inclusion, in the intermediate bu et market kelp.

4
....

.!. ..

Inflexion*Points and Elasticity -* r , 1 . ,,
A , #

4 . .4 ..
We now turnto an examination of the " relationship" between the Inflexion

point and the point of maximum sticity fo the quantity-income fqnction.
In the interest of generality4w assume, he e, that the quantity functio4,

..' q = f(x), is any arbitrarily selected S-shy function. Under this
, 'assuppt the average quantity (consumed), A(x) =1q/x, and the marginal'
t.'quantity"'(or rate of change in' quantity consumed with, respect to a small.

i, ., 'change in income), M(x) = dg , curves are,well defined,,a exhibit they
q' .

shapes and interrelationships- shown below.
.

... . .
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S9shap4d quantity function
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Teraina Marginal quantity furv4ions; relationships

By assumption,-i.e., the S-shape, f(x) increases at an increasing rate
up to (say) the income level x'.- That is, f'(x) = = M > 0, and.increasing

dx
up to x'. After, the inflexion point x',, f(x) continues to increase, but at
a decreasing rate, i.e., f'(x) = M > O, and decreasing after e. Geometri-
cally, we may represent Ulf average lgue of ffk), i.e., the average
quantity consumed, at any income lover x, A(x) =. f(x), the slope

of the ray drawn from the origin to the point on the quantity curve q = f(x)
corresponding to.the income level x'in question. Thus, A(x") = f(x4 is -the

slope of the ray from cito point P shown.

)1d
owarVx"p A(x) is positive and increasi

, for ,y > x", A(x) is positive and d

4 ,fiote 1: At x'', A(x''') = f(x") eque X"

--Ti

_Clearly then, as x increases
t x", A(x") is maximized;

asnvg.'

is f' (x ") =



4

Note 2: The infleiion point is x' < x';!). Since M .c1.2 = f'(x)_

$ dx
is maximized at x', it follows that M reache its maximum before A reaches
ft maximum. (A is maximized at x") .

E-

)".
..__..,

Note 3: M(x') =.f.(x',) > A(x1');,thus, the maximum value of <M exceeds
the maximum value of A.

. .
, .

'Note.,4: These remarks justify the curves and their-relatio sips as
indicated in the above diagram. 4

Given the S- shaped qUantity function.4 the'corresponding average and
marginal functions and their interrelationships, we now examine the rela-
tionship between the slope and income elasticity, of = f(x). 'Note, again,
that f'(x) = M is Maximized at the inflexion point x'.

However, the income elasticity of q = f(x) at any point x is definedias:

E(x) = d(log q) = ?LA.= f1(x) = M(x)
d(log x) 4Tai jjrc A(x)

Hence, it follows that:

if 0<x<x", E(x) > 1, since M(x) >A(x);

if x =.x", E(x) = 1, since M(x) = A(x); and,

if x > x", E(k) < 1, since M(x) < A(x.):
...----._ .

( .

Clearly, then, if there exists an income level x at whi h E is maximized, '

I/%941.then x < x''. Intuitiyely, however, the above result s st that
elasticity may be monotonically decreasihg as x in'cre ses. That is, there
may be no E Maximizing value of x; in whichcase, of course, th'e slope
maximizing value x', does not coincide with the E maximizing value.

. .

In any event, we may demonstrate that for the S-shaped quantity func-
tion, the inflexion poidt and the elasticity maximizing value of x (if it
exists) do not coincide. For, suppose they do coincide, i:e., assume that
the inflexion point x' maximizes not only the slope of q = f(x), but also
its income elastiCity. Then, f"(x') = 0,Afid E'(x') = 0: But, E'W) = 0
implies that

s.
.

,._ .

x' f "(x') + f'(x'). [f(x') - x'f'(x')] '= 0, or,
TTii'rT f(x!)2 a

1 ,

simplifying, that

f"(x') = f'(x') - 1
FITTery 1777T

rc ' Ik 44\
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Since f"(x!) = 0 and f'(x') > 0, it follows that

f'(x') 1 = 0, 101I that C(0) = "f(x')
(x )

/
But, thris.result states that At x', M = A, which is clearly notithe case:.
That ,is, as-demonstrated above, we know that for the S-shaped.quaritity
function and the Marginal and average functions dIrivedfrom it, M(x') >
A(x"), > A(x'). Thus,- by:virtueof this, contradiction,: we have estab-,`

lished:that the slope maximizing and elasticity maximizing points can
not coincide.'

An Illustration ,

4.

We now illustrate the abOve discussionfor a rather large class of
S-shaped quantity functions. In particu1a4,, we shall demonstrate that there
exists no elasticity maximizing income level ,for functions of this -class.

. Let the quantity consumed deped upon income according to the following
rule:. . ,

"

q = f(x)' = -ax3 + 'EAW , where x > 0, and a,-and b denote.
arbitrarily chosen positive constants. Given this quantity function,

-
the corresponding average amd marginal functions are:

A

A(xl = -ax/ +gabx,
M(x) = = + 2abx .

dx

In order to construct the graphs of these functions, we make the following

observations: -s

.i) since a and b are positive constants, the rules specifying Ax.)1

and M(x) define parabolas that open downward.

ii) Setting A'(x)'= dA =' -tax + ab equal to zero; we obtainx=b/2
a;

as the'value of x that maximizes A, since A"(b/2)=-2a<0.
Note that if 0 <x <S/2, then -2ax > -ab; hence, -2ax.4- = A'(x)>0.

Thus, A is increasing as x increases toward b/2. At x = b/2,
A = ab2- > 0.

. _

iii) If 0 < x < b, -axe > axb; hence, -ax2'+ abx = A(x) > 0.
Also, if 0 < x <. 2 b, then -3p%2 > -2abx; hence,

-3ax2 + 2abx = M(x) > p.

23
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iv) Setting M'(x) = d_2q = -6ax + 2ab equal to zero, we obtain.
diz-

x=b/3 as the valueof x that maximizes tt(x), since M"(b/3) =
76a < 0. 'Note that if 0 < x < b/3, then -6ax > -2ab; hence,

-6ax + 2ab = M'(x) > 0. :Therefore, M is 'increasing as x
increases toward b/3. At x=b/3, M(b/3) = ab2.

3

v) If x=8/2, M= -34b2 + 2abb = 1 ab2;
2 W.

also, A= -ab2 + abb = I ab2 . Thus, M=A at x=b/2,i.e.,

at- the level at Whicb-A is maximized.

vi) If 0 < x. < b/2, then' -2x > -b,and, adding x to botitides
of t1e latter inequality, -x > x-b, i.e., b-x > Thus,,)
2b -3k > x+b -2x = b-x. Hence, if 0 < x < b/2,
M(x) = ax(2b-3x)' > ax(b -x) = A(x).

In view of'these remarks, it follows that the quantity function,
and the derived average and marginal functions possess the shapes and
interrelationships indicated in the diagram on the following page.

We may now observe that the quantity function q= -aN,3 + agx2 is of the
S-shaped variety over the income range 0<x < 2/3b. Furthermore, the derived

fUnctions, A(x) and M(x), possess the shapes and interrelationships.over
this interval typical of the S-shaped quantity function case. in particular,
since b can be any arbitrarily large pibsitIVe const,nt, the income range
0 < x < 2/3b can be constructed to be as large as is feasible to consider.
Thus, restricting q = -ax3 + abx2 to this'intervd1 implies no meaningful'

"limitation on the applicability of this class of functions. :

ler
.

Now, the infleiion point of thii'quaaity functiOn occurs at ix = b/3.
However, since

'

E( = M(x) , E(x) > 1, if 0 < x b/2;

ATT)
E(x) = 1, if x = b/2; and

b < Ex) < 1, if b/2 < x < 2/3.b
, \--.. .

In particular, since M(4/3) > A(b/3), E(x) is not maximized*at the slope
maximizing point. Indeed, E(x) decreases continuously as x increasss,
over the range 0 < x < 2/3b. For, 1

E(x) = M(x) = -3ax2 + 2aix ; and

A(x) -ax2 + abx .4

4

er
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a

q = f (x)

N b/3 b/2 2/3b

Quantity Function

ab2
4

A(x)

0 b/2 2/3b

Average and Marginal Functions; BelatiorLships

x

x

E' (x) = ( -axe + abx)(,6ax + 2ab) - (-3ax2 -P2abx)(-2ax + ab)

abx)2

-a2bx2 = a2boc2 < 0 , 0 < x < 2/3b

( -axe + abx)2 A(x)2

Thus, as'x decreases toward zero from the right, E(x) increases continuously,
i.e., there does not exist an E maximizing income level x for this S-shaped
quantity function in the range 0 < x < 2/3b.

I
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Conclusion

. ,

In conclusion, it would appear that the procedure of locating the income
level at which the quantity purchased is "adequate" by deriving the income '
level at which elasticity Is maximized is conceptually baseless." For, if
the former' income level is interpreted to be the inflexion point of a 2-shaped
quantity-income function,. then that level *and the income level maximiz1ng
elasticity nevpr coincide. Indeed, theoretically, the latter income level
may not even exist. Consequently, if, in fact, the quantity-income relation
is S-shaped, if its inflexion point is to denote the point of adequacy,- and
if, therefore, the bu t maker's objective is to obtain the inflexion'
point quantities for lusion in the intermediate budget market ,basket, a
technique other than e quantity-income,-elasticity approach must be used.
One possible procedUr of course, may be to fit the quantity-income data
with OS-shaped func, onal form, and calculate its inflexion pOint income
and consumption leVe s. It is to be hoped, however, that a more tractable
approach can be dev'Od.

...--
\/ \
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Table 1. Annual Costs of .a Lower Budget for a 4-Person
Family, 1/ Autumn 1975 (Revised May 5, 1976)

Area

Urban glutei States
Metropolitan Areas 11/
MonmetrcrolitmlAmeas ly

Northeast:
Boston, MUM.

,
Palo, N.Y.

Hertford, Conn.
LarCa1ter, Pa.
Mr YOrk -acettaaatern. N.J.

adelphia, Pa.-N.J.Phil
Pittabirgh,'Pa.
Portland, Maine

'Monmatoopolitan Areas 12/

/
No Central:

CedarAspids, Iowa
Ctimpaigre-Uikana, Ill.
aliCage, Ill. -ttathwestern, Ind.
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky. -Ind.

Cleveland Ohio
Dayton, Ohio-
Detroit; Muni
Green Bay, Wis.' .

Lmdimenpo1is, Ir4,
Kansas cup, Mo.441an.
Milaukee, was. _

Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.
St. Ina's, Mom -Ili.
Wichita, Kan.
Nonsetropolitan Areak12/

Smith:.

Atlanta, Ga.
Austin, 16x.
Baltimore, I.
Baton R:mge, La. .

m.Dallas, la
ham, N.C.

, Tex.

ills; Tenn. . e i
Or , Fla.

leuthingtn, D.C.-mi.-Va.
Normetroaolitan Areas 12/

Bakersfla1d, Calif.
Dormer, Colo.
DM Angeles-Ldng Beich, Calif.
San Diego, Calif.
San Prancia:o-Cakland, Calif.
Seattle-Verett, Wash.S
Honolulu.

Momatropolitan Areas ly

age, Alaska

Wee footnotes following Table 3.)

- .4fr".

Family Consumption

total
Budget "Dotal

Conamption

Mood

Food et
HOW

Food Amy
Iron time

4

9588 7795 2952 2563 389
9720 7883 2987 2583 404
900f 7400 2793 2474 315

10500 8304 3089 27a 383
9733 7865 2567, 398
10117 8346 2695 410
9494 - 7609 30 2641 3412

10266
9847

8218 32 456

7410
3200

2792
2752 448

9205 2972 2553 419
9917 8144 3096 2708 388
9487 . 7696 2987 2655 332

?IP
9322 7543 2734 2352 382

10076 8157 2956 2609 -347
9919 8058 3020 2640 380
8920,.. 2947 2589 358
9489 7782 2980 2519 461
8971 2940 2569 371
9501. 7684 2949 2536 413
9172' ' 7346 2687 2356 331
9385 7670 2904' 2536 368

76729373
/731'

3019 . 2636 383
9727 2771 2406 365
9593 7657 2946' 2556 300
9201 7550 3030 2650 380
9379 7 9 2909

2472
2540 369

9187 . 7 98 293

. _

74238924 2856 2484 372
8412 , 7091

7781
2626 2252 374

7207
2771 2372 3999828

8588
8730 7333

2880 2534 346
4242699 2275

9267 7500 2413,2768 355
74958468 2420 431,. 8697 7301, f 116 2375 361

8902 7455 2617 2238 379
10105 8051 2960 2548 412
8551 7127 2725 2404 ,...0525

9101 7521 2819 2440 379
9319 7607 2876 2495 381
10009 8159 2902 2480 422
9682 7923 2845 2423 422

10509 8510 3015 2633
10209 8411 3098 2706 ;:t.

2219

34
12226 9507 3667 3272 395
9445 " 7664 2774 . 2455 319

15226 11812 3715 3322 393
'41..A -

Total 4/

Homing 3/

Shelter 51
(lintar)-

1391
I::; 1427
1728 1227

2189 r1723

1861 1368
2179 1725
1810 1379
1966, 1489
1719 1280

1201
It:2 Y 1641
1789 1332

1877 1425,

2125 1652
1960 1514

1572 1152

466

493

454

431
477

439
436

501

457457

dirl-

473

446
420

- 1289 443
1.7

1655
1190 465

1659 ' 1252 407

1858 1343 515

1792 4571335
1666 1213 453
1942 ,1502 -440

1809 1374 435
1659 1209 450
1840 1367 473
1866 1399 467

,-.

1681 1211 470
1555 1082 473
1996 14*. 500
1520 1069 451
1616' .T 1169. 447

126
1348 , 466

1152 484
1706 4+218 488
1956 1480 476
2146 1687 459
1582 1054 528

1733 1275 458
1664 1183 481
2026 1582 444
1905 1491 414

' 468

2148, 1647 501

2644' 2103 541

1880 1374 506

3943 3121 822

.

a
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Table 2.. Annual Costs Of an Intermddiate Budget for,a 4-Person Family, 1/
* Autumn 1975 jPevised May 5, 1976)

Area

-.Natal
Budget

2/

Family Omemptiro

'total

Conanption

Food Housing 3/

Total
Itod at
Hone

Food Away '

Prom Home

Shelter
House-

ColorationsTotal 4/
Renter

5./

Harsownet
6/

Damn Muted States 15318 11725 3827 3242 584 3533 2737 1802 3048 797
Matrogolitan Areas 1 15638 11951 3875 3260 615 3633 2848 1870 3174 785
Wometropolitao Areas 1 13886 10715 3610 3f65 445 3089 2241 1498 2488 848

Northaast: , .
Boston, Name. 18090 13512 4128 3532 596 4865 4074 2122 4725 791
Buffalo, N.Y. 16283 12278 3915 3304 611 3785 2942 1953 3272 843
Hartford, Cron. 16314 12893- 4117 3467 650 4120 3347 2060 3776 773
Lancaster, M. 14939 11384 3989 3415 574 3186 2454 Igoe 2669 732
IIIIM Rork-northeastern, N.J. 17494 13126 4343 3590 753 4353 3539 2123 4011 (q4
PhiLee1p0ua, P.. -N.J. 15689 11877 4231 3549 682 3384 2616 1621 2947 748
Pittstur04.Pa. 14587 11106 3927 3302 625 2984 2229 1468 2481 756
Portland, Maine 15684 12219 4171 3616 555 36740 2830 1920 3134 844
lairsetropolitan Areas 1 15221 11639 3911 3430 481 3675 ' 2900 1668 3311 775

North Cemtral. ..,

Cedar Rapids, Ica 15265 11524 3477. 2926 551 3544 2790 1878 3094 754
Chaspaigrr41OUmos, 111. 15721 12146 3770 3262 508 3739 2935 2294 3149 804
Chicago, Ill. -NortJsrestarn, Ind. 15712 .. 12139 38311" 3272 566 3788 3019 2023 3351 769
Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Iii. 14645 11284 3741 3211 .530

1?
3273 2548 1440 2917 725

CleveLmml, Ohio '15570 12078 3788 3135 653 3730 2945 1572 3403 785
Orit00, Ohio . 14193 11055 3741 3209 , 532 3091 2309 1521 2572 782
Detroit, Mich. 15701,, 11936 3 3161 616 3680 2952' 1680 3376 V28
Green Bay, Wis. 15111 11172 2 2911 484 3530 2656 ' 1698 2976 874
Indianapolis, Ind. 15090 11683 3719 .3177 542 3490 2725 1733 3055 765,
Names City, Mo. -Ian. 14868 11435 3824 3210 544 3141 2362 , 1613 2611 779
Milwaukee, Wis. 16293 11969 3549 2911 568 3943 3179 1886 3610 764
1NUswiscalis-St. Paul, Minn. 15709 11548 3762 3178 584 3456 2711 1776 3022 745
St. Isms, Mo.-I11.

t ,
14805 11405 3877 3286 591 , 3245 2447 1488 2766 798

Wichita, Kan. 14446 11180 3644 3132 512 3109 2312 1715 2511 797
Itesetropplitan Areas 3,3/ 14022 10746 3515 3106 409 3196 2407 1748 2627 789

South:
Atlanta,, Ga. 14166 10972 3348 3188 560 2928 2150 1506 2364 778

Austin, Tex. 11422 -10658 3404 2874 530 2855 , 2070 1381 .2299 785

Baltimore, Mi. 15226 11294 3698 3060 634 3166 2277 2014 2364 889

Baton Rouge, La. 13771 10808 3795 3246 549 2793 2030 1306 2271 763

Dallas, Tax. 13924 11025 3513 2903 610 3035 2294 1583 2531 '.741

Durham, N.C: 14871 11205 3642 3120 522 3228 2455 1,781 2676 773

Houston, Tai. 14020 61095 3721 3089 632 2938 2137 1453 2365 801

Nashville, Tenn. 14003 11078 3565 3045 520 3184 2369 1524 2650 815

Orlando, ?la. 1 13680 10837 3410 2856 554 3154 2369 1807 2556 785

Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va.
scoamextpolitan Arias 13( 3

11929

1033f

3902
3574

3300
3124

602
450

3651

2802
2838

1909

0018
1295

3111
21r3

813
893

Swot: ,

Bakmrafield, Calif. 14019 10820 3536 3010 526 2932 1641 2335 769

Moser, Colo. 14724 11246 3623 3069 554 3120 76 1513 2530 844

WO Angeles -Lag Beach, Calif. 15186 11679 3656 3020 636 3441 2684 1920 2939 757

San Dingo, Calif. 15036 11580 3572 2953 , 619 3437 2743 1768 3068 694.

San frarcisoo-Cakland, Calif. 16415 , 12589 3825 3229 , 596 4045 1221 2559 3442. sac

Seattle -- Everett, Wash. 15630 12358 3924 -1303, 621 3842 '3011 2085 3320 831

Honolulu 18694 13703 4603 3967 636 4415 3527 2647 3820 8(111

Mormatzcgolitan Areas If 13801 10551 3423 2995 428 3027 2161 1524 2373 866

WI:crags, Alaska 21229 15865 4581 4011 563 9338 4437 3792 4652 1401

180s footnotes following Table 3.)



Intermediate Budget. Continued: (Revised May 5, 1976)

Area

Pauly Cormaption

Cahn'
Itme10,1

Social Security
6 Disability
Payments

Personal
Trarno:mtation 7/

.

Clothing
Personal Medical

Care 8/

Other Family
Mmmptiem
9/Total

Automobile
Carers

hose
Taxes

Urban Hru.ted States 1279' 1342 11o2 331 822 831 J01 834 2057

Metropolitan Xmas II/ 1283 1362 4114 337 848 861 709 841 2136

Wometropalitac Areas ly' , 1262 1262 1044 307 707 695 666 A 803 1703

Northeast;
V

Boston, 0ass. 1330 1582 1150 332 791 916 764 825 2989

Buffalo, N.Y. , 1386 1386 1276 337 709 870* 721 . 840 '2444

Hartford, Conn. '
a 1405 1405 1143 407 768 933 742 825 1854

1251 . 1251 1139 322 681 816 689 825 2041
Lancaster, Pe.
New York-Northeastarn, .N.J. 1181' 1387 1088 331 906 924 750 849 2773,

Philadelphia, Pa. -N.J. 1204 1431 1022 321 852 ' 863 707 833 2272

Pittsburgh, Pe. 1228 1275 1075 I 324 713 854 680 825 1976

Port1.ard, Maine 51302 1302 1155 310 749 858 718 825 1922

Moresetropolipan Areas ly 1290
,

1290 1030 294 722 717 .698 846 2038

Mirth Central:
Cedar Rapids Iowa 1314 1314 1249 356 728 856' 694 825 2222

ChMicalgn-lithIna, Ill. 1313 1313 1351 343 810 820 716 825 2034

Chicago, Ill.-Northwestern, Ind. 1319 1565 1106 . 343 877 868 716 825 2032

Cincinnati, Chao-Ity. -Ind. 1304 1304 1107 302 715 842 686 825 1850

Cleveland, Ohio a 1312 1366 1151 399 804 894 714 825 1953

2:=Ohio

, Mich.

1240 1240
1255 1305

1089
1130 .

310
360

727

885

857
849

678
709

825
825

1635
2231

Green Bay, Wia. --1264 0. 1264 1130 334 675 637 682 825' 2432

Indianapolis, Lod. 1394 1394 1075 325 804 476 700 825 1882

Kansas City, lb. -Ken. 1362 136) 1126 377 766 839 691 825 1917

NU1smukse, Wis. 1273 1273 1237 348 773 846 710 825 2789

MUnnempolim-St. Paul, Minn. 1258 1258 1110 354 753 855 695 825 2641

St. Louis. No. -III. 1355 1415 1032 345 726 825 '_ 690 825 1885

Wichita, Kan. ,
1304 1304 1119 349 802 853 682 825 1/19

Nornstropolitan Areas-12/ 1247 1247 1098 313 674 703 667 815 1794

SOuthe .

.
.,

Atlanta, Ga. 1240 1240 1075 341 795 845 675 825 1694

Austin. Tex. 1304 1304 1140 322 779 854 664 794 1316

Baltimore, Md. 1256, 1308 1100 342 882 854 686 825 2421

Baton home, Ia. 1267 1267 1111 339 680 823 669 807 1487

m11se, Tex., 1334 1334 1019 343 924 857 677 813 1409

Clahwa, N.C. 1224 1224 1053 342 947 869 683 825 2158

Houston, Tax. 1291 1291 1085 349 891 820 679 en, 1427

Ma*prala, Tam. 1292 1292 3.154 311 718 854 679 819 1427

Orlando: Flag 1279 1279 992 305 850 $47 670
'709

901 1372

Washington, D.C.- Md. -Vs. 1318 1368 1018 331 838 871 825 2427

Itnastropaitan,Aress 13/ 1263 .1263 1004 304 701 683 553 779 1490

Waft:
Isksrefiald, Calif. r157 ...An?,

994 ,316 909 786 670'' 909 1620

Denver, Colo. 1275 1275 : 1316 312 774 926 625 825 1868

Loa Angalass-Log Beech, Calif 1336 1392 1110 326 1001 809 700 915 - 1192

Sal 0iago, Calif. 1153 1353 . 1117 320 976 805 696 915 1145

Son Prwciaco-Osklend, Calif' 1348 1404 1190 383 947 851 732 915 2179

Saatt3a-Dooratt, Waah. 1309 1309 1196 353 873 961 724 825 1723

Honolulu 1438 1438 1016 As 864 902 771 825 3395

Nonmstropoliten Arose 13/ 1234 1234 1118 319 740 890 660 807 1783

Anch3raqa, Mirka 1523 1523 1330 463 1286 844 1146 afi MN

(8se footnotes Hollowing Tabby 3.)
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Higher Bridget ContinuedP' Omiised May 5, 1976)Higher 3
Family Consurrption

'FransEor taticn 7/
Other Family Social Security -PerKral

Auto:x*11e Personal. Medical Consunption Other Disability `Income

Area Ibtal O./ors *clothing Colt Core 8/ 9/ Items 10/ Payments Taxes

Urban United States
Metropolitan 11/
Nonmetrocolitan Areas 12/

Northeast: w
Boston, Mass.
Buffalo, N.Y.
Kartford*Conn.
Lancaster, Pa.
New York-Northeastern, N.J.
Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J.
Pittaturgh, Pa. ,'

Portlax; Mainexl
tbearetropolitan Areas 121

North Central: 0";
Cedar Rapids, Ice* -;
Chempaign-Urbana Ill.
Chicago, Ill..-Ncethmetern, Ind.
Cincinnati, "14o-Ky.-Ind.
Cleveland, Chic
Dayton, Ohio
Detroit, Mich.
Green Bay, Wis.
Indianapolis, j,:xl.
Farms City.:Pb.-5an.
Milwaukee, Wis.
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.
St. Louis, N..I1.1. '
Wichita, Ken.
Nonamtrojolitan Areas W

South:
Atlanta, Ga.
Austin, Tem.
Baltiocce, Md.
Baton !bugs, U.
Dallas, Tex. '
Durbam,"4.C. -

Mts.=
, Tan.

Cc limb, Fla.
Illthington, D.C.-lb.-Va.
limmetropolitan Areas W

1658
1685
1540

1881
1650
1669
1524
1753
1727
-1552
1566
1585

0
1602
1616
1853

'1558
1629
1551
1976
155k
1662
1705
1541
1529
1763
1652
1488

1562
1651
1585
1603
1694
1554
1634
1618.
1635
1723
1559

1658
1685
1540

1881
1650
1669
1524
1753
1727
1552
1566
1585

1602
1616.
1853
1558

"1629
1551
1576
1551
1662
1705
1541
1529
1763
1652
1488

1562

1585
1603
1694
1554
1634
1658
1635
1723
1559

.

1613
1633
1522

1709
1881
1692
1690
1619
1516
1598
1697
1502

1818
1984
1616
1615
1681
1592
1654
1647

57116455

1813
1615
1524
1639
1634

1598
.1687

1643
1644
1521
1573
1617
17;4
1466
1510
1473

"

470 857 1371
t

474 884 1426
448 739 1130

.
463 827 1502 '

477 739 1439
569 800 1530
457 708 1397
476 945 1525
448 890 1445

744 1453
445363, 770 1371
438 751 1154

493 76 1415
487 839 1.368
473 910 1423'
414 745 1363 ''

556 840 1461
433
495

. 756
929

1408
1413

455 816 1393
459 835 1408
529 795 1381
483 801 1380
490 78,7 1400
463 756 : 1362
490 834 1401
460 705 1128

478 828 . 1357
447 813 1432
494 920 1418
473 706 1347
484 958 1422
478 874 1430
489 929 1366
441 749 1400
433 882 1395
490 872 1419
438 734 1104

40

1182
1202
)091

1203

114
1

1184
1145

98

1141

1170
1217
1201-
1133
1197 '
1147
1201
11$0
11/1tin
1185

1342

;."

1125
1119 -
1156
1138
1147
1135
1143
1141
1131
1191
1067

,4

t

841*
843
831

1 82?
840
825

4130
4343
3178

1

825 3648

839 6,379
834 3'4362220

-825
825
846 3654

825 4226
#25 3946
825 3878
825 3364
825 3733
825 3233
825 4361
825 50344
825 3468
825 3809
825 5507
825 5294.
825 3629
825 3364
825 3352

825 3420
825 2590
825 4606

I 825 2981
825
825
825 2765
825 2740
825 2665
825 4745
829 2787
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Higher Budget ContinUed:

:Area

Revised May 5, 19761fr

Oonsacratice

Trworta 4

Dotal ?ears Clothing
Personal
Care

Medical
Care 8/.

Or Family
Consumption
9/ ItathEllills0/

Social Security
"a Disability 4P

Pdyments

pacs&34.
Dime
'nixes vs.

west: ilk

.Bakersfie1d,'Ca/if. lew. _. 1648 1397.1
Denver,?Colo. . --MT - 1563 , 1844
/Os Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. 1761 1761 1586
San Diego, Calif. . 430 1630 1580
San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. 1732 1732 9689.

1 Seattle-Everett, Wash. 1132 1582 1689
Honolulu '-. ' 1914 . 1914 1547
Nensetropolita Areas ly 1479 .1479 1545

448

448
462
442

547
489
545

475

. -

945
806
1047
1022

0'4?

905
901
771

1109 1104
1392 1148
1356 1194
1348 1180
1421 1240
1431, 1218
1518 1334

1181, 1081

915
825
915
915
915
825
825
825

,

3185

U80
*99
1924.

4625

3308
6063
3519

,Anchorage, Alaska .1800 1800 1823 710
,133141 /416 1431 868 < 6974

1
,f , -- , -_

g.The family consists of an loved husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the homepan 8- year-old girl, and A 13-year-old boy.
total budget costs include

2/
income taxeS, social ity, other it and total consumption.

2/ Housing includes Shelter, housefurnishings and household time" }The big)ier budget also includes an allowance for lodging away fromhome city.
1/, The average costs of lterwere weighted by the following proportions: Lower budget, 100 percent for families living in rented dwellings;

intermediate , 5 percent for renters,d75,percent for homeowners; higher budget, -15 percent for renters, 85 percent for homeowners.
ymaRenter costs include average contract rent plus the costs of required amounts of heating fuel, gas,, electricity, water, specified equipment, and
"insbrance on household contents. ,

.
.

6/ pamepwner costs Incrbde interest and principal payments pies tower insurance on house and contents; water, refuse disposal, ting fuel, gas?
epoctricity, and specified equipment; and home repair and neuxtepence costs.

7/ Tfe average costs of automobile owners and arnewners in the lower budget were weighted by the following proportions Of f es. Bostoi, Chicago,
Now York and Philadelphia, 50 percent for both automobile owners and nonowners; 011 other metropolitan areas, 65 percent for utomobile owners,
35 percent for nonownexs; nonmetrcpolitan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners. Th intermediate budget proportions are Boston, New York, -

Chicago and Philadelphia, 80 percent for owners, 20 percent for nonommers; BaltiOtre, Cleveland, Detroit;-Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, San Francisco,
St. Louis, and Washington, D.C., with populations of 1.4 million 'or more In ,190, 95 . 4.. , t for automobile owhets and 5 percent for nonowners,
all other areas, 100 percent for automobile owneks. The higher, budget weight is 100r., t for automobile owners in all areas.

8Y In tot44:Wwli &11 care, the average costs of medical insurance were weighted by the fol .. ..,rations: 30 percent fog families paying full I`

cgatiof insurance; 26 peroent for families paying half cost; 44 percent ,for families _., noncontributory insurance plans 6paill'by employerr
'- 2/ Other famill'aonsumption'Encludelethe average costs for reading, recreation, tobacco " ucts 'alcoholic education and miscellaneous

expehditures. , ,

4 1.0/ Other itede include. allowances for gifeand contributions, life insurance and occupational expenses.
. t VP!

'1.11/ As defined in 19§0-61. For a detailed description of these and previous geographical boundaries, see the 1967 edition of Standard
IPMetropolitan Statistical Areas, prepared by the Office of lamespsnentand Budget.

.
-'12(' Places with poptaattfatt of 2,500 to 50,006., ', .T.

GNI.. ,

Ili '

41

Or
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Table 4. Iiidexes of Comparative Costs Based on a Lower Budget for a 4-PerSon Family, 1/

AutuMn 975 (Revised May 5, 1976)' (U.S. Urban Average Cost = 100)

.

IP'-',...

Area 4 -

Ibtal

83 X9aK

.

Cost of Family Conamption

Personal
Inmost,

Taxes

Total
Conserv-

rare

Food Musing
TrareFertatlee

A 7/
.

Clot-K=9

.Personal

Care

Medical
Care 8/

Other
Family
Conant:,
tun 9/

.

Ibtal

Food at
Ham

Total
4/

_

Renter
5/ 20tal

Antmobile
0.ners

Urban United
Metropolitan 3(
tammtropoli Arens 2/

Northeast:

1 04

101

94

'Boston, Mess. 110

Buffalo, N.Y. 102

Hart Conn. 106

, Pa. 99

New York-Northeastern, N.J. 107

Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 103

Pittsburgh, Pa. 96

Portland, Wine 103

NOnmetropoIltan Areas 2/
.99

North Contra:
Ceder Repels, kowtta,

Cheapaign-Urbana, III.
Chicago,

97

105

Northwestern. Ind. 103

Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky. -Ind. 93

Cleveland, Ohio 99.

Dayton, Ohio 94

Detroit, Mich. 94 .

Omen Bay, Wis. 96

pidianapolis, Ind. 98

Kansas City,010.-Kan. 98

Milwaukee, Wis.
.Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn.

1St. Louis, MO.-Ill.
Wichita, Kan.
Ntmetropolitan Areas 2/

1

101

100
96
98

96

100 100

101 101
95 95

107 105

101 100

107 - 105
96 102

105 110

100 ' 108

95 101

104 105
99 101

97 93

105 100

.11103 102
94 100
100 101

95 100
99 100
94 91

98 98
98 102

99 94
98 100
97 103

99 99

96 94

South:
Atlanta. G;. dllf 93 95 97

Austin', Tex. 88 91 89

EINIttuare, Nd. 102 100 94

90Baton Rouge, La. 92 96

D allai, Tex, , 91 94 91

Cultism, N.C. 97 96 94

HOuston, I. 94 . 96 97

,Teinn 91 94 93

93 96 89
46

D.C.48i. -Va 105 103 109.

tan Areas / 89 91 92

West:

.p Cenver, Colo.

San Dump, Calif.
Los Angeles-bong Beach, Calif. 104 105

101 102

97 98 97

98

96

Bakersfield, Calif. 95 . 96 96

San franciaco-Oakland, Calif. 110 lo,' 1

Seettle-Everett, Wash. 106 108 103

Honolulu , 128 122 124

Nomatropolitan Areas / 99 94

Anchorage, Alaika 159 152 126

(Ssoefmtmtmaftil Table 60
II A

A,

100
101
97

106

100
105

103
109
107

100
106
104

92

102

103

101
96

100
.94
92

99
103 ,

94

100
103
99

96

129-...

88

93

99
(

89
94

94

93

, 87

99
94

5

97

97'

95
103
106
128

96

130

100
102

93

118

106
117

97*
106

,93

88

115
96

101

114 .

106 .

85
93
89
89

100
96
90
105
97

89
99
100

91 '

84

107

82
87

98

88

92
105
116

85

93

90
109

103
119

116
142 0

101

212

100
103
88

124

98
124
99

107

92

86
118

96

I-

102

13(1

109
( 83

93

86
90
97

'96

82_

109
99

87
98

101

87

78
108
77

84

97
83

88

106
121

76

92

85
414

107

126

118

151
99 :

224

100
95
123

99

103
100
92

86
90
94

92
128

87

93.

99
90
99
90
97
89
100
100
95
93

109
92

118

o

89,

91

95
92
96

.88
94

93
99
99

121

95
105

103
103
98
109
126

162

100

103

92

128

107

104

92

106
111

95

#
90

94

129

94

102

91

98

934
100
99

94

96
104

95

88

92

96
99
95
98

92

95

96

96
101

91

104

98

110

106

111

104

116

94

121

'113

ak

.

100
101

96

103

115

103

102

98

92

95 .

104

96

121

99

100'

104
98

103,,,,

103'1 ..,

97

101

11

10B
93

101 .

102 v

96

102
97 ,

100'

91

94

97

103

89

92

90 .

124

105

93

104e

112

114

103

105

125

100
103
87

103
103
120
99
100
99
99

96
83

108
104

100
93
122
-46
109
105
99
115
108
109
109
106

88

'104

101
103
105
105
106
107

- 95
93

95
87

97

93

99
98

113
106
118
89

125

-11P

P044,

10Q
103
86

96
86
93
83

'110

104

87
91

88

88

98

107
87

98
88

107
82
98
93

94

91
88
98
82

96
. 95
107

83
112
103
109
88
103
102
85

111
94

122
118
115
i06
105
90

157

.

,,

.

100
104 ,

81

111

105

112
94

112

103
100
106
81

,103(
99

- 107

105
107

106

103

101

107

102
102
103
100
101

82

,

105
102

HA
101

105
105

100
103

1B3 -
106
80

93

99

19
96

1047
105

109
81

102

100
104

83

145

108
93

115

125
130

107
96
100

103

'113

107

82
92

77;

106
111

94

92

127

121

88
91

93

P
.

71

53

133
59. 0

60
102

66

60

64

130
65

68

95
93

85 r
107

96
194

102

255

42
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le 6.. Indexes'of COmparatiTe Costs Based on a Higher Budget for a 4-Person Family, 1/
Autumn 1975 ,(Devised May 5, 1976Y U.S.( Urban Average Cost = 100)

Area

V.

I

-

'

T

Total
Budget

... .
. -

_

-Cost of Family CcruSziption

.

Personal
Income
Taxes

!
°

Tutal
ox:.sal..-

non

Housing

Transpor-
tation 7/

.

Clothing
Personal
Care 8/

.

Other
=Ap_
twn 9/'Dotal

1,.

Food at
Home,

,

Total
4/

Renter
5/

Home-
owner
6/

Urban Una States
Metropol tan Areas 2/
Nonmetr itan Areas 3/ 4

Northeast:
Boston,

Buffalo,
Hartford,
Lancaster, Pa.
New York theasten, N.J.
PhIlsdel , Pa.-N.J.
Pittsburgh, Pa
Portland,
Nommetrdpoli Areas 3/

North Central:
Cedar Rapids,\lowa
Champaign-Ur , Ill.

Chicago, Ill rthwestern, Ind.
Cincinnati, Ky.-Ind.
Cleveland,
Daytdh, Chao
Detroit, Mich.

Indianapolis,
Green Bay, Wis. '

Kansas City, Mo.
Milwaukee, WIS.
Minneapolis-St.
St. Loals, Mo.-Ill. a

Wichita, Kan.
Monmetropolitan Areas 3/

South:
Atlanta, Ga.
Austin, Tax.

Baltimore, Md.
Baton Rouge, La.
Dallas, Tex. '

Durham, N.C.
Houston, Tex.
Nashville, Tenn.
Orlando, Fla.
Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va.

NoInsttropolitan Areas 3/
N-

Of

100

101
87

121

106

103

95

121

102

94

97

94

99

102

101

92

100

93

103

101

96

97

106

103

95

93

89

91

87

190
91

91

95
' 90

90

89
104

83

'.' -100

103

89

117

103

107

96

115

102

95

100

.95

98

104
103

94'

'102

96

10*
98
99

99
100

98

97

95.

90

93
92

97

95
96

94

95

95

14
101,

i 86

02: lit:
..i". ....

*. 107
, . .

101

....-

103

103

414
109
102

107

93

92

. 99-

102

':".' 98

100

98

100
'89

98

-. 103

. 95

101

103

.... as
90

99
,ar

',9
100
93,

98'

' 99

°P . 92
89

102

90

100 , 100 100. 100
101 103 107 104

98 85 67 81

107 ,L' 139 116 , 159

100 -103 94 102

105 113 99 120

103 - 88 88 85

. 108 ' 126 155 131

108 97 126 90

190 88 70 84"

110 97 85 95
104 k 71_ 103

A
91 100 105 102

102 1014 112 109
102 103 110 104

101 . '89 64 89

98 '102 78 4 106
100 92 . '91 89
99 . 106' 100 111

."*.%91. 100 . 85 97

1b8-, 98 ' 77 100
103 92 82 89

94 ' "105 89 Ill

99 .196 91 95

.103 89 _ 71 85

. 98 88 78 82

97 88 74 87

. ,

" 99 ' 82 76 78 .

89 . 84 74 78

95 89 93 79''

100 ; , 87 73'4-" aci
. 90
.97

91 110 ,_ sil

.'° 88'.. 76 185 ,

96 ..6p,, 2s .80
94 9; '' 82, -. 90

88 94 -:?7:3 95:

102 144 103,* 101

96 AO N:

1p0
102-

' 93,

113,
99

101

12

.106 ,

104]
04'

94

96

97

97

112
94 '

.98
%4, 94

06

'93

-9i 'a

106 s

100.

90'

.

94 . .

: 100

' 46
97

,1U-
94

99
100

, 99
104

: 94

100

101

94

106

117

105

105

100

94

99

105
93

113

123

90

00
b4
99

103
102
98

l02'
t2
00

95'

192
101

ft

99 .

105

102

102

94 -

98

200
106
91

94

91

,

A

100

101

. 96

99

102

121

97

101

9

96
93

93

105

101

101

88'

118

92

105

97

98

'113
103

104
99

104

, 98

102

ap

105

101

.103

102
104

94

14
104

93

i

100
103

86

96

86

93

83

110

104

87
90
88

88

98

106

87

98

88

108

95

97

93

93

92

88

97

82

97

95

107
82

112

102

108

87

103

102

86

'

P

100.
104

82

110
105
112

102
111

105

106
..

100
84

103

100
104

99

107
,103

103
102 .

103

101

101

102

95'

102

82

99

104

103

100
104
104

100

102
102

103

81

100
105
77

143

121
85
88

154

102
88

85
88

,

1Q2

96

94

81

90
'78

106
122
84
92

133
126

88
81

81

83
63

112
72

68

96
67

66
65

115
67

.
Is



Table 6. (Continued)
.

\----
.

Area
Total

Budget

-

.Cost of FamiltConsimption -

Personal
Ctrusump-

taco

Food Housing

Transpor-
tation 7/

.

'

Clothing
Personal
Care

Medical
Care 8/

Other
Family
ctrumileP-

two 9/Tttal

- .

Food at
Home

Total
4/

Porter
5/

Hone-
Owner
6/

aIncase
Taxes

West:

Bakersfield, Calif. 89 90 92 94 83 70 76 99 87 95 110 95 77Deramr, Colo. 96 96 97 96 88 98 80 94 114 854 94 102 94Los Angeles-long Beach, Calif. 101 102 99 95 101 116 102 106 98 98 122 99 99San Dielb, Calif. 99 '100 95 92 103 112 109 98 98 94 119 98 95San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. 108 107 102 , 101 112 124 113 104 105 116 116 104 112
' Seattle-Everett, Wash. 100 104 103 103 108 105 112 95 105 104 106 104 80lizoolulu '

4
127 119 122 123 128 136 138 115 96 116 105 111 169Ntsymetropolitan Areas 2( 88 87 86 93 85 .67 76 89 96 101. 90 86 85'

Anchorage, Alaska -136 '131 117 157 168 154 109 113 151 155 103 169
.

If/The family consists of an employed husband, age 38, a wife not employed outside the home, an 8-year-old girl, and a 13-year-old boy.
As defined in 1060=61. For a detailed description of these and previa's geographical boundaries, lee the 1967 edition of Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas, prepared by the Office of Management and Budget.

'. . 1
I

1/
Places with population of 2;500 to 50,000.

(/ Housing includes shelter., housefurnishings and household operations. The higher budget also Includes an allowance for lodging away froshome city.
Renter costs include average contract rent plus the cost of required accounts of heating fuel, gas, electricity, water, specified eguipment, and

i

insurance on housedold contents.
,

.

6/ Homeowner costs include Interest and principal payments plus taxes; insurance on house contents; water, refuse disposal, heating full, gas,
electricity and specified equipment; and have repairs and maintenance costs.

2/ The average coats of automobile owners and nonowners in the lower budget were weighted by the following proportions of familfes: Boston, '--

Chidago, New York and Philadelphia, 50,percent for Loth automobile owners and nonowners, all other metropolitan areas, 65 percent for automobile
,..4'r

owners, 35 percent for nonowners; nonmetropolitan areas, 100 percent for automobile owners. The internediate budget proportions are: Boston, NIRI
Adw York, Chicago, and Philadelphia, 80 percent for owners, 20 percent for nonowners; Baltimora, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Pittsburgh,
San Frahcisoo, St. Louis, and Washir8gton, D.C., with populations of 1.4 mullion'or more in 1960, 95 percent for automobile owners and 5 percent
for nonowners; all other areas, 100 percent for automobile owe* The higher budget weight is 100 percent for automobile owners in all areas.

8/ In total tiedir.A1 care, the average coats of medical insurance weilkveighted by the following Proportions: 30 for families paying full
cost of insursaas-'6 peroant for families paying half cost; 44 percent for families covered by norrontributo rance plans (paid by employer).

2( -Other family ocesumption inclUdes average costs for reading, recreation, tobacco products, alcoholic beverages education and giscellaneous .

, ,
expenditures,

f .
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Table 7. Revised tguivalence Scald 1/ for Urban Families of
Different Size, Age; and Composition (4-Person Family-a-

HuSband, Age 35 to 54, Wife, ,2 Children,
Older '6.to 15 = 100)

Size and Type of Family 2/

Age of Head

5

Under
35 35-54 55-64

65 or
Over

Cr* person

Two persons: average 3/
Husband and wife
One parent and child

Three average 3/
, wife, child under 6
wife, child,6-15

35

47

49

40

4t2

62

62
--

-
67

74

72

77

--

88

i;f
96

--

108

111
101
110
--

--

125

36

59
60

57

81

69

82'
91 4/

82
76

99

80

100
113

96
96

118

97

116
128
119

117

138
__

132
146

. 149'

137

32

59
59

60

86
--
pi
88

85
82

109

105
125
110
--

124

138

--
120

124

--

143.
--

140-
--

--

28

52

51

58

77

81

-
77

, 75

91

95

89
--

,

. ,Husband, wife, child 16-17
Husband, wife, child 18 or over

, One parent, 2 children , t,-.)

. ..

..-

Pour weans: avmage 2/
Husband, wife, 2 children: (older under 6)
Husband, wife,'2 children, (older 6-15)
Husband, wife, 2 children, (older 16-17)
Husband, wife, 2 children, (older 18 or over)

, One parent, 3 children .

l44,/ Five persons. average 3/
.....

Husband, wife, 3 children, (oldest under 6)
Husband, wife, 3 children, (oldest 6-15)
Husband, wife, 3 children, (oldest 16-17)
Husband, wife, 3 children, (oldest or over)

One parent, 4 children

Six persons or more: average'y -°'

Husband, wife, 4 children or more, (oldest under 6)
HUstand, wife, 4 children or more, ,(eldest 6-15)
HUsband,'wife, 4 children or more, (oldest 16-17)
HUsband, wife, 4 children or more, (oldest 18 or over)

One parent, 5 children or more
.

1/ The scale values shown here are the of the cost of good" and services for

family ccruazaption of the base family (4 ems husterxl, age 3554, wife, 2 children,

older child 6-15 years) required to the same level of living for urban families -

of different size, age, and compoeition.
2/ Husband-wife and one-parent families with their can children (including adopted and step-

children) present, it with no other Persons living with the tinily.

1 Scale values for individual family types weighted by the number of families of each type

in the universe. The averages include some types for which values Were not shown mpg-

.
retell, because of the small number of such families in the sample. (

7 itemised.

Source: Derived from BLS Survey of Consumer Expenditures, 1960-61.
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